REMARKS 

Claims 1-24 are pending in the present application. Claims 23 and 24 have been added. 
Claims 1, 4, 6, 12, 14 and 18 have been amended. No new matter has been added. Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration of the claims in view of the following remarks. 

Claims 12, 23 and 18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph as being 
indefinite because of a lack of antecedent basis for the phrase "the critical micelle 
concentration." However, the claims have been amended to remove this rejection. 

Claims 1, 5, 7, 8, 1 1, 14 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by the article "Cleaning Techniques for Wafer Surfaces." Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. More specifically both of the independent claims clearly include elements that are 
nowhere even suggested much less taught by the reference. For example, the reference does 
disclose the use of a cleaning solution and sonic waves to clean a wafer. However, the reference 
does not teach introducing an immiscible or partially immiscible additive to the cleaning solution 
that will form an increased heterogeneous nucleation sites that then result in an increased number 
of cavitation bubbles on the surface of the semiconductor device to facilitate removal of 
particles. The reference also discloses the addition of a surfactant. However, the surfactant is 
intended as a wetting agent and not to form heterogeneous nucleation sites. The instant 
application also discloses the use of a surfactant, but the surfactant of the present invention is for 
stabilizing the emulsion, not for forming heterogeneous nucleation sites. Furthermore, the 
surfactant as used in the present invention is in addition to the immiscible "additive " that forms 
the nucleation sites. 
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Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the reference entitled "Cleaning Techniques 
for Wafer Surfaces" does not even make obvious the present claims 1, 5, 7, 8, 11, 14 and 15 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) much less anticipate these claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

Claims 2-4, 6, 9, 10, 12, 13 and 16-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable under the above discussed reference in combination with the Ferrell reference. 
However, the Ferrell reference does nothing to overcome the shortcoming of the "Cleaning 
Techniques for Wafer Surfaces" reference and the claims are also allowable for depending from 
a claim deemed allowable as well as for their own limitation. 

Applicant has made a diligent effort to place the claims in condition for allowance. 
However, should there remain unresolved issues that require adverse action, it is respectfully 
requested that the Examiner telephone Applicant's attorney, at 972-732-1001 so that such issues 
may be resolved as expeditiously as possible. 

Respectfully submitted, 



December 4, 2006 /Brian A. Carlson/ 

Date Brian A. Carlson 

Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 37,793 

SLATER & MATSIL, L.L.P. 
17950 Preston Rd., Suite 1000 
Dallas, Texas 75252 
Tel.: 972-732-1001 
Fax: 972-732-9218 
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